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No. 9 /6 /86-6 Lab./2831.-In pursuance of the provisions of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act No. XIV of 1947) the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award of 
Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Ambala in respect of the dispute between the workman and the management 
of the Secretary, Haryana State Electricity Board, Chandigarh ; (ii ) S.E. (" OP" Circle ), Haryana State 
Electricity Board , Karnal : 


IN THE COURT OF SHRI V.P. CHAUDHARY, PRESIDINGOFFICER , LABOUR COURT , 

AMBALA 


Reference No. 87 of 1984 


SHRINAROTAM CHOPRA WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF THE SECRETARY, 
HARYANA STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD , CHANDIGARH ; ( II) S.E. ( OP CIRCLE ), 

HARYANA STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD , KARNAL 


Preseni, — 


Shri Rakeshwar Sain for workman . 


Shri S.S. Sirohi 


for respondent. 


AWARD 


The Hon ble Governor of Haryana in the exercise of powers conferred , -vide Clause (C ) of sub -section 
(b) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred dispute between Shri Narotam Chopra and the 
Haryana State Electricity Board ctc. to this Court. The terms of the reference are as under : 


" Whether the termination of services of Shri Narotama Chopra workman is just and correct; if not , 

to what relief is he entitled ? " 


Shri Narotam Chopra through his demand notice alleged that he served respondant-management as 
LDC from 4th September, 1972 to June , 1975 and thereafter his services were terminated by respondent 
management without issuing any notice , or making payment of service in lieu of notice and no retrench 
ment compensation was paid to him . So this retrenchment is in violation of section 25 (F ) of I.D. Act, 1947. 
He prayed that he be reinstated with continuity in service and with full back wages . 

Respondent-management contested this reference and contended that the reference is bad for non 
joinder of necessary parties. The application is also bad for laches and delays; it was also contended that 
Shri Narotam was appointed on six month basis on ad hoc basis and extension was granted from time to time 
at his own request on the arrival of regular candidates. Services of Shri Narotam were terminated as per 
contract, so he is not entitled to the relief claimed for . 


S1On the pleadings of the parties the following issues were framed : 


Issues : 


1. Whether termination order dated 5th March , 1975 is according to law ; if not , to what effect 

OPR . 


2. Whether application is bad for mis -joinder of necessary and proper parties ? OPM . 
3. Whether application is bad for laches and delays ? OPM . 


4. Relief 


I have heard Shri Rakeshwar Jain for workman and Shri S.S. Sirohi for respondant-management and 
have perused the oral and documentary evidence placed on the file. My issuewise findings are as under : 


Issue No. 1 : 


In support of this issue Shri Narotam appeared as AW -1 ; he supported his case while Shri Darshan 
Singh Head Clerk appeared for respondent-management - he supported case of respondent-management. 

In view of statement of both the witnesses, as one fact is established that Shri Narotam was appointed 
on ad hoc basis on six months basis . On expiry of every six months he used to submit fresh application for 
extension of service and respondent-management used to oblige him . This fact is clear from the statement of 
workman himself and their copies of documents Exhibit M - 1 to Exhibit- M - II ; it is admitted by Shri Narotam 
that at the time of selection of regular candidates he also appeared before the selection committee but he 
was not selected and other person was selected in his plac , which resulted in the termination of his services 
and that fellow is in service of management at present. 
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The main contention of Shri S.S. Sirohi is that he wils in contractual service between the parties 
in this cesc . But I do not agree with these contentions put forward by Shri S.S. Siruhi because experience 
certificate issued by Executive Engineer, City Division , Haryana State Electricity Board , Karaal which is Mark - A 
on the file reads that Shri Narotam Chopra served respondent-management from 4th September, 1972 to 
6th May , 1975. Moreover the contention order also shows that there was no contractual service between the parties . 
However, this plea is accepted that Shri Narotam was appointed on six month basis as well as on ad hoc 
basis and on the arrival of regular candidates his services were terminated in contravention of section 25 
(F ) of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947. Shri Narotam should have been issued notice either of one month 
or of 24 hours along with one month wages and retrenchment compensation should have buen paid to him 
but that was not done , so applicant is entitled to one month pay of the notice period and retrenchment 
compensation as permissible under rules. So this issue is answered accordingly . 


Issue No. 2 : 


The reference is bad for mis - joinder or non -joinder of necessary parties because HSEB is juristic 
person , it has been sued independently and not through Secretary, HSEB . So the reference is bad for mis 
joinder of necessary parties . 


Issue No. 3 : 


This issue was not presscd nor any arguments were advanced by the Law Officer of respondent 
management, so it is decided against the respondent. 


Issue No. 4 (Relief) : 


In view of my findings op issue No. 1 workman is entitled to relief of only one month pay of notice 
and retrenchment compensation as per rules. So I pass my award regarding the dispute in hand accordingly . 


Dated 25th February , 1986 . 


V.P. CHAUDHARY , 


Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Ambala . 


Endorsement No. 536 , dated 28th February , 1986 . 


Forwarded (four copies) to the Financial Commissioner and Secretary to Government Haryana , 
Labour and Employment Department, Chandigarh , as required under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. 

V.P. CHAUDHARY , 

Presiding Officer , 
Labour Court, Ambala , 


No. 9 /6 /86-6 Lab./2832.-In pursuence of the provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (Central Act No. XIV of 1947) the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award of 
Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Ambala in respect of the dispute between the workman and the management of 
M /s Fyne Packs Private Ltd., Industrial Area , Panchkula , district Ambala : 


IN THE COURT OF SHRI V.P. CHAUDHARY, PRESIDING OFFICER , LABOUR COURT, AMBALA 


Reference No. 32 of 1984 


SHRIMUKHTIAR SINGH , WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF THE MESSRS FYNE PACKS 

PRIVATE LTD ., INDUSTRIAL AREA , PANCHKULA , DISTRICT AMBALA 


Present. - Shri Abhey Singh for workman . 

Shri R.L. Chopra for respondent. 


AWARD 


The Hon ble Governor of Haryana in the exercise of powers conferred , --- vide clause (C ) of sub-section 
(i) of sertioa 10 o the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred dispute between Shri Mukhtiar Singh , workman 
and Massrs Fyn : Packs Private Ltd., Industrial Area , Panchkula to this Court. The terms of the reference are 
as under: 

" Whether the termination of services of Shri Mukhtiar Singh is justified and correct ; if not, to what 

reliet is he entitled ?" 
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Workman alleged that he had been working as Machine Operator in the respondent-management for the 
fast fourmonths. On 5th April, 1984 management terminated his services without assigning any reason and with 
out issuing any written orders. He prayed that the order of termination is unjust and illegal. He be reinstated 
with continuity in service and with full back wages. 


Respondent-management contested the dispute and contended that statement of claim has not been pro 
perly signed and verified . It was also contended that workman joined service of respondent on 1st February , 
1984 afternoon and continued in service only up to 13th March , 1984 thereafter he proceeded on strike on illegal 
strike up to 4th April , 1984 and thereafter he never reported for duty . So it was prayed that the claim of the 
workman is wrong and baseless . He is not entitled to any relief from themanagement. 


On the pleadings of the parties the following issues were framed form the just decision of this case . 


ISSUES : 

1. Whether termination , dated 5th April, 1984 is according to law ? If not, its effect ? OPM 
2. Whether the statement of claim has not been signed and verified properly by the workman ? If 

so , its effect ? 


3. , Relief . 


I have heard Shri Abhey Singh for workman and Shri R. L. Chopra for respondant-management and have 
perused the oral and documentary evidence placed on the file . My issue-wise findings are as under : -- 


ISSUE NO . 1 : 

In support of this issue management examined Shri Vikram Singh . He stated that he has brought the 
attendance register of the management. Workman joined service in Auust, 1983 and left the job of the respondent 
in Oct., 1984. He also joined illegal strike according to agreement Ex-M1, dated 4th April, 1984 , he never reported 
for duty . In cross -examination he stated that workman indulged in violence along with other workers. FIR 
was got registered against them . 


Workman appeared in the witness box and stated that no doubt he joined strike along with other workmen 
but he never indulged in any violence. After 4th April , 1984 he contacted the management, but the management 
did not take him on duty. He denied his knowledge about the registration of police case . He also stated thathe 
did not receive any letter from the management for reporting on duty. 

In view of evidence I am of the opinion that the stands of both the parties are very clear. Firstly 
the workman did not complete even service for 240 days or more than that so he is not entitled to any relief of 
section 25 ( F ) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


Secondly , he joined strike with other workmen he indulged in violence. So the police case was regis 
tered against him . Out of fear of arrest in the police case he never reported on duty which shows he voluntarily 
abandoned his job and there is no question of termination or retrenchment of services of workman from the side 
of respondent-management. So this issue is decided in favour ofmanagement and against the workman . 


ISSUE NO.2 : 


The claim statement has not been signed or verified by the workman himself. It was only signed by 
Shri Abhey Singh so I do not think that it is a proper statement of claim , so this issue is again decided against 
the workman . 


ISSUE NO . 3 : RELIEF 


In view of my issue- wise findings I am of the view that the workman is not entitled to relief of reinstate 

with continuity in service and with full back wages , so I pass award regarding the controversy between 
the parties accordingly . 

V. P. CHAUDHARY , 
Dated the : 27th February , 1986 . 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Ambala . 


Enst . No. 537, Jated the 28th February, 1986 . 
Forwarded ( four copies) to the Financial Commissioner and Secretary to Govt., Haryana, Labour and 
Employment Deptts. Chandigarh as required under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


V. P. CHAUDHARY , 

Presiding Officer , 
Labour Court, Ambala . 


